Introduction {#Sec1}
============

It is well established that grandparents play an important role in family life, providing financial, emotional and practical care, and support to their children and grandchildren (Baydar and Brooks-Gunn [@CR3]; Bordone et al. [@CR5]; Di Gessa et al. [@CR12]; Dunifon et al. [@CR14]; Fuller-Thomson and Minkler [@CR15]; Fuller-Thomson et al. [@CR16]; Hagestad [@CR22]; Hank and Buber [@CR23]; Herlofson and Hagestad [@CR25]; Igel and Szydlik [@CR27]; Jendrek [@CR29]; Koslowski [@CR30]; Minkler and Fuller-Thomson [@CR36]; Price et al. Forthcoming). However, increasing survival, higher rates of divorce and relationship breakdown, and public sector retrenchment mean that the role grandparents play in family life is likely to have increased (Dunifon et al. [@CR14]; Hagestad [@CR22]; Herlofson and Hagestad [@CR25]; Murphy [@CR39]). A growing body of work has investigated the involvement of grandparents in grandchild care from a predominantly European comparative perspective (Bordone et al. [@CR5]; Di Gessa et al. [@CR12]; Hank and Buber [@CR23]; Igel and Szydlik [@CR27]; Koslowski [@CR30]; Price et al. Forthcoming). In contrast, there is little comparative research on grandparental coresidence with most work based on single countries, and little analysis of trends for Europe (Albuquerque [@CR1]; Casper and Bryson [@CR6]; Dunifon et al. [@CR14]; Goodman and Silverstein [@CR19]; Minkler [@CR35]; Nandy and Selwyn [@CR42]; Pebley and Rudkin [@CR44]; Pew Research Center [@CR45]; Pew Research Center [@CR46]; Pew Research Center [@CR47]; Prokos and Keene [@CR53]; Selwyn and Nandy [@CR61]). An understanding of variations over time in grandparent coresidence is critical as it is strongly associated with both grandparental child and kinship care (Baydar and Brooks-Gunn [@CR3]; Vandell et al. [@CR70]), and may be either beneficial or detrimental for the health and wellbeing of each generation (Chambers et al. [@CR8]; Dunifon and Kowaleski-Jones [@CR13]; Hayslip and Kaminski [@CR24]; Kreidl and Hubatkova [@CR32]; Mutchler and Baker [@CR41]; Pittman and Boswell [@CR50]; Szinovacz et al. [@CR65]; Tanskanen [@CR66]).

To date, evidence on grandparental coresidence comes largely from the United States (US), which has experienced significant increases in the prevalence of multigenerational and grandparent households since the 1970s (Casper and Bryson [@CR6]; Dunifon et al. [@CR14]; Pew Research Center [@CR45]; Pew Research Center [@CR46]; Pew Research Center [@CR47]), and where grandparent households are associated with socio-economic disadvantage (Dunifon et al. [@CR14]). Data are routinely collected in the US on whether grandparents have 'primary responsibility' for raising a grandchild allowing the identification of so-called 'custodial households' (Casper and Bryson [@CR6]; Fuller-Thomson et al. [@CR16]; Mutchler and Baker [@CR40]; Pew Research Center [@CR46]). To our knowledge, no national survey in Europe collects these data save for such 'kinship care' as might be inferred from coresidence (Nandy and Selwyn [@CR42]; Selwyn and Nandy [@CR61]). European data can, however, distinguish between 'three-generation households' (comprising grandparents and grandchildren, with at least one of their parents) and 'skipped-generation households' (consisting of grandparents and grandchildren but without the parents) where kinship care can be implied (Casper and Bryson [@CR6]; Mutchler and Baker [@CR40]; Nandy and Selwyn [@CR42]; Pew Research Center [@CR46]; Selwyn and Nandy [@CR61]).

Thus, our research used the Integrated Public Use Microdata Series (IPUMS)---International and the Office for National Statistics' Longitudinal Study (ONS LS) for England and Wales across three or four time points from the late 1970s onward to investigate trends in the prevalence of people aged 40 or over living with their grandchild(ren) in the selected European countries (Austria, England and Wales, France, Greece, Portugal and Romania) and the United States. Our study also examined the socio-economic and demographic characteristics associated with such individuals and their households and associated changes over time.

Background {#Sec2}
==========

Trends in grandparent households {#Sec3}
--------------------------------

Intergenerational coresidence in Western industrialised countries declined dramatically over the course of the 20th century (Pew Research Center [@CR45]; Pew Research Center [@CR47]; Ruggles [@CR56]; Tomassini et al. [@CR68]). However, research from the US shows a significant increase since the 1970s (Pew Research Center [@CR45]; Pew Research Center [@CR46]; Pew Research Center [@CR47]; Wiemers [@CR71]), with a rise in households including at least two adult generations from 12% in 1980 to 18% in 2012, and increases also observed among three-generation and skipped-generation households (Casper and Bryson [@CR6]; Hayslip and Kaminski [@CR24]; Minkler [@CR35]; Pebley and Rudkin [@CR44]; Pew Research Center [@CR46]). In the US, the percentage of children living in a household headed by one or more grandparents rose from 3% in 1970 to 7% by 2008--2010 (with a more precipitous rise after the start of the recession in 2007), suggesting an important increase in the share of grandparents raising or helping to raise grandchildren (Casper and Bryson [@CR6]; Dunifon et al. [@CR14]; Hayslip and Kaminski [@CR24]; Minkler [@CR35]; Murphey et al. [@CR38]; Pebley and Rudkin [@CR44]; Pew Research Center [@CR46]).

In Europe, intergenerational households are less common in Northern than in Southern and Eastern Europe; however, we know little about trends in these household types (Albuquerque [@CR1]; Iacovou and Skew [@CR26]; Koslowski [@CR30]; Tomassini et al. [@CR68]). A Portuguese study showed an increase in the percentage of households with grandparents from 1994 to 2001 from around 7--11% (Albuquerque [@CR1]). In the UK, it is estimated that in 2001, 1% of children co-resided with grandparents and that this proportion doubled between 1991 and 2001 (Nandy et al. [@CR43]). We do not know whether these trends are apparent in other European countries.

Grandparent households and socio-economic disadvantage {#Sec4}
------------------------------------------------------

In the US, grandparents living in households with their grandchildren are more likely to be socio-economically disadvantaged compared to other grandparents (Dunifon et al. [@CR14]; Fuller-Thomson and Minkler [@CR15]; Fuller-Thomson et al. [@CR16]; Luo et al. [@CR34]; Minkler and Fuller-Thomson [@CR36]; Mutchler and Baker [@CR40]). This is particularly the case for custodial households where grandparents are disproportionately younger, female, unmarried, African American, not in paid work, with lower educational levels, having more grandchildren, and living in poverty (Dunifon et al. [@CR14]; Fuller-Thomson and Minkler [@CR15]; Fuller-Thomson et al. [@CR16]; Kreider and Ellis [@CR31]; Prokos and Keene [@CR53]). Grandparents in skipped-generation households in particular are more likely to fall below the poverty line (Casper and Bryson [@CR6]; Minkler and Fuller-Thomson [@CR36]; Mutchler and Baker [@CR40]). For example, 26% of households with children under age 18 with at least one grandparent but no parent present were below the poverty level in 2009 in comparison to 16% of households consisting of grandparents and at least one parent (a similar poverty level to that experienced by all households with a child under age 18; Kreider and Ellis [@CR31]). Cultural factors such as race and/or ethnicity, immigration status, and religion are also important; for example, mothers who are Black or Hispanic are more likely to live in three-generation households in comparison to non-Hispanic whites, and married mothers whose parents were immigrants are more likely to also live in such households (Dunifon et al. [@CR14]; Luo et al. [@CR34]; Pilkauskas [@CR48]). However, even in the US, we know little about changes in the relationship between individual demographic and socio-economic factors associated with grandparental coresidence over time.

In Europe, there is limited evidence on the characteristics of grandparent households and on changes over time in these households (Albuquerque [@CR1]; Koslowski [@CR30]; Nandy and Selwyn [@CR42]; Selwyn and Nandy [@CR61]). In the UK, close to half of grandmother kinship caregivers reported a limiting long-term illness (Nandy and Selwyn [@CR42]). In Portugal, as in the US, co-resident grandparent households are more likely to consist of grandmothers rather than grandfathers and are over represented in the lowest income quartile (Albuquerque [@CR1]). In addition, such households also became poorer over time when compared to other households (Albuquerque [@CR1]). A greater understanding of the trends and socio-economic characteristics associated with three-generation or skipped-generation grandparent households is critical for demonstrating any associated social inequalities and improving related policy.

Explanations for rising grandparent households {#Sec5}
----------------------------------------------

Explanations for any rise in grandparent households come, necessarily, largely from the US. Reasons for the increase there (and for the rise in skipped-generation households in particular) have primarily focused on two factors. The first refers to generational needs, especially the support needs of the parent generation due to socio-economic trends (e.g. increases in substance use particularly during the crack cocaine epidemic of the 1980s/1990s, parental incarceration, and financial difficulties) and changes in family life (e.g. rises in single-parenthood and divorce). The second relates to social welfare reforms, such as policy changes aimed at moving mothers from welfare to work, requirements that unmarried teenage mothers live with an adult (i.e. usually a parent), and child welfare reforms including shifts toward kinship rather than public foster care (Baker et al. [@CR2]; Cherlin and Seltzer [@CR9]; Cuddeback [@CR11]; Dunifon et al. [@CR14]; Goodman et al. [@CR20]; Gordon [@CR21]; Hayslip and Kaminski [@CR24]; Minkler [@CR35]; Nandy and Selwyn [@CR42]; Pew Research Center [@CR46]; Smith and Beltran [@CR62]).

Two theories may help to explain rising coresidence with grandparents in the US (Baker et al. [@CR2]): the activation of a latent matrix of kin and structural lag (that is the failure of societal arrangements to respond to rapid social transformations in individual lives) (Baker et al. [@CR2]). The first approach is the idea that socio-demographic change has created a latent matrix of kin support: increases in survival have led to longer years of shared lives across generations resulting in a network of kin that can be called on when needed (Riley and Riley [@CR55]). Under this perspective, multigenerational households may be an adaptive strategy to a wide range of changing family or social circumstances (e.g. parental substance misuse, imprisonment or financial difficulties) (Cherlin and Seltzer [@CR9]). Being fluid and flexible, grandparent households are thought to be particularly well suited to respond to such changes. The second related approach refers to structural lag: structural changes are not able to keep pace with changes to individual or family lives leading to asynchrony between the two (Riley [@CR54]). This may mean that family members with limited resources of time, energy, or materials come under pressure to support the most vulnerable (often children).

The European policy context {#Sec6}
---------------------------

Europe presents a unique setting for such a study given similar socio-economic trends to those seen in the US; for example, increasing prevalence of drug and alcohol misuse, financial crises such as the recent economic recession in 2008--2009, and similar changes to child welfare policies in countries such as the UK. However, these trends are occurring in different policy environments to that of the US. Earlier work shows that the welfare state has an important impact on grandchild care (Bordone et al. [@CR5]; Di Gessa et al. [@CR12]; Igel and Szydlik [@CR27]; Price et al. Forthcoming). We use Saraceno and Keck's ([@CR58]) typology of familialism in welfare state regimes, where policies are indicative of the degree to which individuals are (in)dependent of families with greater dependence on the state or the market (Saraceno and Keck [@CR58]). While it is recognised that this classification scheme is based on specific transfers to children (and to older people) such as childcare arrangements and parental leave, nevertheless the scheme is likely to reflect broader societal values regarding family obligations and responsibilities (Herlofson and Hagestad [@CR25]; Saraceno [@CR57]). Thus, we hypothesise that in societies classified as *familialism by default* (where there are few publicly provided alternatives to family care or financial support in the case of families in need such as in Greece and Portugal) or as *supported familialism* (where families are supported by financial transfers such as in Romania) kin activation in the form of grandparental coresidence will have increased by comparison to societies characterised by *defamilialisation* (where there is greater availability of publicly or market provided services such as in France and to a lesser extent Austria and the UK) (Herlofson and Hagestad [@CR25]; Saraceno [@CR57]; Saraceno and Keck [@CR58]). Moreover, we expect to see greater socio-economic disadvantage associated with grandparent households in countries characterised by *familialism by default*, as families will be more likely to rely on their own resources in times of need given the absence of public support (Saraceno [@CR57]).

Data and methods {#Sec7}
================

Census microdata {#Sec8}
----------------

For Austria, France, Greece, Portugal, Romania, and the US, IPUMS---International (for details see <https://international.ipums.org>) provided (as far as possible) harmonised and comparable samples of census data; the sampling fraction was 5% for the US, Portugal and France, 10% for Austria, Greece and, Romania, and 33% for France in 2011 using its rolling census for 2009--2013. Where appropriate (that is, for the US data and for France in 2013) weights have been applied to the data to take account of different sampling fractions. All the censuses use the 'de jure' rule, enumerating persons usually resident on census day irrespective of their actual location. All the countries chosen had a series of census datasets available from IPUMS, taken around the years 1981 (1977 for Romania), 1991 and 2001, as well as another around 2011 for France, Portugal, and the US.

All these census microdata sets provide representative samples both of private households or dwellings (depending on the country) and of persons. For our analyses, persons living in group quarters were excluded. No census data allow identification of a grandparent unless she/he is coresiding with a grandchild. However, all those used offered the relationship (from a restricted range) of each member to the head of household. We could, therefore, identify a co-resident grandparent in cases where she/he was head of a household and a grandchild (aged 0--17 years) was present, or where she/he was the parent of the household head who in turn had a child (aged 0--17 years) in the household. The proportion of co-resident grandparents thus identified is, therefore, likely to be a small underestimate, since a grandparent could co-reside with a dependent grandchild in a household where, for example, it was the grandparent's sibling that was the head.

For England and Wales, the ONS LS offers linked census and life events data for a 1% sample of the population of England and Wales from 1971. Census data were used from 1981, 1991, 2001, and 2011. In our analyses, we used households headed by an LS sample member. Co-resident grandparents were identified as for the other datasets, and LS members in communal establishments were excluded from analysis.

Measures and methods {#Sec9}
--------------------

We analysed the living arrangements of people aged 40 and over, as fewer than 1% of adults under 40 are grandparents (Leopold and Skopek [@CR33]). Our definition of grandchildren excluded those aged 18 years or more (Nandy and Selwyn [@CR42]). Two types of grandparent households were examined: three-generation and skipped-generation.

Analytical approach {#Sec10}
-------------------

Two analytic strategies were employed: first, descriptive and bivariate analyses examined change over time in the likelihood of people aged 40 and over coresiding with their grandchild(ren) and their individual and household characteristics in each country using t-tests and Chi-square tests as appropriate for the outcome. Unless indicated otherwise, only differences that are statistically significant at the 1% level receive comment. Second, we used multinomial logistic regression given that our outcome has three categories (i.e. not in a grandparent household, three-generation, and skipped-generation household). We report the relative risk ratio that is the risk associated with the selected characteristics of being in a three- or skipped-generation household relative to not being in a grandparent household. We included demographic characteristics such as sex, age, and marital status in order to consider the effects of compositional change in the population over time and to examine changes in their associations with grandparent coresidence. Following earlier studies, we used age and age-squared in the models as we expected the relationship between age and coresidence to become stronger at older ages. This being census data, our socio-economic covariates were limited to educational attainment, employment status (that is employed, not in the labour force including retired individuals and those classified as looking after the home, and unemployed), and whether the individual was foreign-born (Albuquerque [@CR1]; Fuller-Thomson and Minkler [@CR15]; Fuller-Thomson et al. [@CR16]; Kreider and Ellis [@CR31]; Prokos and Keene [@CR53]). We also considered whether the dwelling was owned or rented, identified as an important determinant of coresidence in Central and Eastern Europe (Stephens et al. [@CR63]).

Results {#Sec11}
=======

Descriptives {#Sec12}
------------

Figure [1](#Fig1){ref-type="fig"} shows that between around 1981 and 2011, in Austria, France, Greece, and Portugal the percentage of people aged 40 or over living in three-generation households with their grandchild(ren) declined. In the US, as expected, this percentage increased somewhat to 4% in 2010; in Romania, it remained relatively high and stable at around 10%. Figure [2](#Fig2){ref-type="fig"} shows trends in skipped-generation households: increases over the period were observed only in England and Wales and the US, though caution is required in interpretation given the small percentages of such households in the countries studied.

Fig. 1Percentage of people aged 40 years or more coresiding with both adult children and grandchildren (aged 0--17).Source: IPUMS-International (Minnesota Population Center [@CR100]) and ONS LS

Fig. 2Percentage of people aged 40 years or more coresiding with grandchildren aged 0--17 but with no adult children in the household.Source: IPUMS-International (Minnesota Population Center [@CR100]) and ONS LS

Table [1](#Tab1){ref-type="table"} shows selected characteristics of people aged 40 and over and the percentage who were co-resident grandparents in three-generation households. Across all six European countries considered, the decline observed for the total population is also generally apparent by each of the selected characteristics, with the few exceptions described below.

Table 1Percentage of people aged 40 and over living with child(ren) and grandchild(ren) aged 0--17 by selected adult characteristics, weighted data(Source: IPUMS-International (Minnesota Population Center [@CR100]) and ONS LS)AustriaEngland and WalesFranceGreecePortugalRomaniaUSA1981199120011981199120012011198219901999201119811991200119811991200120111977199220021980199020002010%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%Sex Male4.94.32.91.61.40.91.11.71.20.80.67.05.03.45.65.84.13.37.58.68.92.62.93.03.2 Female6.55.43.72.21.91.21.62.71.81.20.912.08.25.36.78.25.84.611.411.411.74.04.34.75.0Age 40s2.32.11.31.11.20.70.80.60.60.40.31.20.80.72.72.01.81.43.74.74.02.82.82.92.7 50s5.45.43.21.92.11.21.91.81.51.10.96.14.53.17.17.04.74.510.412.012.93.85.14.84.8 60s7.56.75.12.22.01.51.62.92.01.51.214.99.56.88.410.17.45.714.813.316.63.64.45.45.5 70s9.06.35.02.61.61.11.64.12.41.41.122.214.18.08.110.97.35.515.312.511.13.42.94.04.7 80s8.95.74.02.81.30.70.84.62.41.40.824.814.57.07.610.86.74.514.210.47.23.32.12.72.9 90 plus8.55.13.42.10.91.50.34.02.31.40.820.411.04.86.07.05.53.212.07.15.13.41.62.11.6Marital status Never-married1.71.31.10.30.40.80.50.50.50.40.40.50.00.31.90.72.01.83.52.94.71.01.62.12.2 Married5.14.83.21.41.51.01.41.51.20.90.77.25.13.65.75.54.03.77.59.29.62.63.23.53.8 Divorced/sep.2.72.62.72.51.61.01.31.91.41.00.86.03.65.65.97.25.03.27.06.06.45.14.84.84.8 Widowed11.18.16.24.83.11.72.06.13.72.41.727.518.410.911.517.912.18.320.216.216.36.65.76.66.9Education Less than primarynanananananana3.22.62.02.015.912.79.56.68.06.25.811.614.116.58.010.514.914.5 Primary8.07.35.52.11.91.31.61.81.41.00.86.95.74.63.13.02.62.47.69.812.44.45.66.88.0 Secondary2.72.82.10.80.80.81.60.70.70.70.52.01.41.52.42.31.71.43.74.95.72.43.23.74.0 University1.11.10.90.40.50.50.70.40.40.40.31.30.90.91.71.41.00.93.12.62.21.11.21.51.8Work status Employed3.43.01.81.31.30.91.21.00.70.50.44.42.81.94.54.02.82.46.87.16.22.83.33.23.4 Unemployed2.52.62.32.42.40.81.21.71.61.10.91.82.81.74.34.33.54.0na7.05.84.25.15.04.4 Not in labour force7.56.25.02.51.91.31.63.22.11.51.113.69.06.07.59.36.85.313.312.513.13.94.04.85.1Country of birth Born abroad3.16.23.95.44.61.94.13.12.62.21.94.74.57.36.37.95.14.07.910.210.25.46.79.19.1 Native5.94.83.31.61.30.40.92.11.40.90.69.66.74.26.27.15.04.09.610.110.43.23.33.23.1Home tenure Owned home9.06.94.62.01.61.01.32.61.61.00.710.37.04.36.47.25.14.010.610.712.63.33.43.63.8 Not owned home1.81.91.71.91.71.21.71.71.51.10.96.64.94.65.96.84.74.36.06.75.63.84.65.05.2Total5.84.93.41.91.61.11.42.21.51.00.89.66.74.46.27.15.04.09.610.110.43.43.73.94.1All variables are dichotomous indicators (dummy variables)

Sex and age {#Sec13}
-----------

In Austria, England and Wales, France and Greece, the decline in the likelihood of coresidence in a three-generation household is apparent for each sex (although women have a higher likelihood than men), and is stronger at older ages (with the steepest declines in the oldest age groups in France and Greece) suggesting in these countries a change in the balance of dependency over time, from households where grandparents may require support from the younger generations to those where grandparents are more likely to be donors of support. By the same token, modest percentage increases in Romania and the US are mostly driven by rises in the 50--59 and 60--69 age groups.

Marital status {#Sec14}
--------------

We observe greater reductions in the percentage who are grandparents in a three-generation household among those separated, divorced, or widowed, suggesting that such households are increasingly meeting the needs of the younger rather than the older generation. This trend is seen broadly in all countries apart from Portugal, where the only group to show a consistent fall is the married. Similarly, in the US and Romania, the rise in three-generation households is mostly found among the married.

Even though three-generation households are becoming less common among the widowed and divorced/separated over time, widows and widowers were still more likely than those in other marital states to co-reside with their grandchild(ren). This holds in all countries at all time points studied, and suggests that the loss of one family relationship (or the end of one caring responsibility) tends to be compensated for by the strengthening of others.

Education, employment status, and migration {#Sec15}
-------------------------------------------

In all countries studied, the trends are mainly driven by the lowest-attaining educational status group. In Romania, the percentage in three-generation households increased in the lowest educational group from 12% in 1977 to 17% in 2002 (but declined in the highest educational category). Similarly, in the US, the percentage among those with less than primary school education in such households rose from 8% in 1980 to 15% by 2010. In addition, in all the countries studied being a grandparent in a three-generation household is mostly associated with being outside the labour force (or unemployed in the US); and in all countries except Portugal and Romania, it is more likely in those born outside the country than among the native-born.

Turning from three-generation to skipped-generation households, Online Appendix 1 shows the characteristics of people aged 40 and over coresiding with their grandchild(ren) without a parent. As with three-generation households, the overall trends are consistently apparent for each of the characteristics considered, which have not varied greatly over time. A higher prevalence is observed among those with low education, not in paid work, and who do not own their dwelling, all suggestive of socio-economic disadvantage.

Table [2](#Tab2){ref-type="table"} shows grandparent household characteristics over time. With the exception of Austria, France, and Greece, around two-thirds of three-generation households were headed by a grandparent, suggesting that the younger generations had remained in, or moved to, a grandparental home with resources to share (Mutchler and Baker [@CR40]). For most countries approaching half of three-generation households included both a grandmother and a grandfather, and this proportion increased over time. The age of the youngest grandparent was lower in England and Wales and the US than in the other countries. Whereas, the distribution in the number of grandchildren in three-generation households remained broadly similar over time, the age of the youngest grandchild became younger in England and Wales and France, though older in Portugal and Romania. These trends support the idea that such households are increasingly meeting the needs of the younger rather than the older generation.

Table 2Household (HH) features, and grandparent (GP) and grandchild characteristics, grandparent households (either three- or skipped-generation), weighted percentages(Source: IPUMS-International (Minnesota Population Center [@CR100]) and ONS LS)CountryGP HH typeYearHousehold headshipHousehold compositionGrandparent(s) in householdAge of youngest grandparentNumber of grandchildrenAge of youngest grandchildGPParentGPs and grandchildren onlyOther(s) presentGM onlyGF onlyGM and GF\< 5050--5960--6970+123 or more0--56--17AustriaThree-generational198140.659.448.910.240.910.922.226.040.848.729.022.349.950.1199150.249.842.09.548.413.925.230.330.655.429.215.455.544.5200139.860.240.211.548.412.123.030.434.653.134.013.051.148.9Skipped-generational198184.915.244.04.251.86.532.837.623.186.711.02.313.586.6199180.519.543.36.150.68.030.534.826.887.910.12.026.273.8200187.612.435.76.957.47.132.938.421.687.111.61.313.586.5England and WalesThree-generational198166.433.645.114.340.617.523.222.137.263.525.810.743.656.4199175.124.939.810.949.426.227.121.125.768.123.28.860.539.5200163.936.134.010.655.426.524.819.629.070.021.78.349.750.3201166.533.533.96.259.823.329.619.927.266.824.38.956.143.9Skipped-generational1981*84.615.535.2*^a^*61.87.137.343.112.486.7*^aa^8.291.91991*86.713.336.34.659.213.736.639.710.187.5*^aa^15.884.22001*86.713.333.14.662.213.441.634.210.782.013.34.6*18.082.02011*81.318.740.44.754.911.637.936.114.578.616.74.7*20.379.7FranceThree-generational198222.677.454.612.932.58.019.624.248.253.430.116.637.562.5199029.770.350.111.638.311.722.729.436.259.727.213.246.054.0199930.169.949.611.139.312.923.728.634.861.227.411.451.248.9201132.967.149.210.939.910.927.529.632.060.428.111.556.743.3Skipped-generational198287.512.530.32.167.66.038.737.717.784.812.13.212.687.4199087.712.326.71.971.48.530.946.713.985.012.42.614.685.4199987.912.132.72.964.46.728.146.119.183.713.72.711.788.3201176.523.532.85.262.13.78.435.152.888.010.41.619.680.4GreeceThree-generational198129.071.052.310.437.34.516.430.848.434.946.718.548.951.1199133.566.549.510.639.93.717.932.146.339.645.215.3*41.059.0*200139.460.648.29.742.25.217.336.840.747.440.412.243.356.7Skipped-generational198186.313.727.92.469.79.336.636.717.473.423.03.638.161.9199184.815.225.64.470.18.038.236.916.972.022.55.5*38.661.4*200165.634.429.55.864.77.127.443.322.272.921.55.638.561.5PortugalThree-generational198167.532.538.610.051.414.729.527.628.255.629.614.963.236.8199155.544.547.310.741.99.123.832.434.756.732.011.346.753.3200163.136.946.49.943.710.621.731.935.866.227.16.647.552.5201170.329.743.98.447.711.326.228.034.669.425.35.346.153.9Skipped-generational198175.524.535.82.961.35.432.041.720.975.719.35.027.772.3199179.120.931.43.864.85.828.444.821.080.416.13.623.077.0200175.924.135.42.162.56.129.441.323.281.113.95.021.578.5201172.327.732.12.665.35.029.440.225.481.316.22.521.378.7RomaniaThree-generational197745.055.046.58.844.815.025.033.326.750.034.016.059.540.5199274.525.539.68.152.315.932.230.221.753.531.215.459.140.9200280.719.341.28.949.913.930.634.820.861.130.38.650.149.9Skipped-generational197786.313.722.83.074.221.838.431.48.486.111.82.146.054.0199287.412.626.92.970.29.741.038.810.582.914.32.929.670.4200287.412.632.53.564.010.137.238.913.882.914.62.520.879.2USAThree-generational198061.838.251.910.237.924.428.924.322.356.028.215.954.845.2199072.028.049.28.642.327.829.925.317.057.227.815.059.140.9200067.832.249.110.140.827.629.223.519.856.528.614.957.142.9201067.332.747.310.042.723.232.926.117.954.829.715.658.341.7Skipped-generational198077.122.937.84.158.113.737.634.514.375.317.37.420.479.6199075.025.041.74.054.318.436.830.714.274.418.17.526.473.6200076.923.141.54.853.719.339.627.813.272.519.08.624.375.8201073.326.742.45.951.717.037.831.214.070.121.08.928.471.7Italicised percentages are *not significant*. All other percentages are significant at *p* \< 0.01^a^Percentage withheld by Office for National Statistics because small cell counts offer risk of disclosure

In contrast to three-generation households, skipped-generation households were even more likely to include both grandparents for the most recent time point. In England and Wales, France and the US, these households have become more likely to include at least one grandchild aged 0--5, although the reverse was the case for Portugal and Romania.

Multivariate analysis {#Sec16}
---------------------

Table [3](#Tab3){ref-type="table"} shows results for the multinomial regression model for three time points up to around 2001. Most countries, unlike the US, exhibited a decline in the likelihood of grandparenthood in either type of household even when socio-economic and demographic factors were considered. However, three-generation grandparenthood showed a significant increase in Romania with the risk in 2002 being 26% higher than in 1977; and England and Wales showed a significant rise in skipped-generation grandparenthood, though the prevalence is very low.

Table 3Multinomial logit regressions of being aged 40 or over and living with a grandchild in (1) a three-generation or (2) a skipped-generation household: Austria, England and Wales, France, Greece, Portugal, Romania and US up to \~2001 only(Source: IPUMS-International (Minnesota Population Center [@CR100]) and ONS LS)HH typeAustriaEngland and WalesFranceGreecePortugalRomaniaUSOdds ratioOdds ratioOdds ratioOdds ratioOdds ratioOdds ratioOdds ratioSex (female)^a^Three0.890.931.101.121.071.081.36Skipped1.12*1.14*1.121.121.191.191.39AgeThree1.281.211.261.511.371.431.29Skipped1.772.252.111.942.032.081.72Age squaredThree1.001.001.001.001.001.001.00Skipped1.000.990.990.990.990.991.00Marital status^b^ Never marriedThree0.320.440.510.050.370.450.58Skipped0.310.160.190.050.270.340.46 Divorced/sep.Three*0.98*1.491.30*1.00*1.230.891.41Skipped0.82*0.95*0.540.610.700.530.91 WidowedThree1.663.182.592.062.371.741.96Skipped0.88*0.86*0.750.82*0.98*0.710.93Educational^c^ Less than primary educationThree*Nana*4.805.885.043.215.95Skipped*Nana*2.773.964.001.896.81 PrimaryThree6.012.922.523.912.602.623.59Skipped2.182.271.832.632.051.674.49 SecondaryThree2.481.501.651.431.631.562.25Skipped1.761.851.27*1.17*1.501.352.52Employment^d^ UnemployedThree1.151.381.63*1.09*1.191.271.22Skipped*1.251.34*1.67*0.941.010.87*1.21 Not activeThree1.071.241.381.181.161.241.14Skipped1.331.751.561.141.171.341.12 Born abroad^e^Three1.824.191.972.201.81*0.98*2.42Skipped1.22*1.03*0.83*1.30*1.75*0.98*0.59 Not owned dwelling^f^Three0.220.870.710.85*0.98*0.63*1.00*Skipped1.602.151.550.801.540.901.38Census year^g^ 1990sThree0.860.87*1.00*0.641.351.070.97Skipped0.79*1.15*1.360.581.121.26*0.98* 2000sThree0.630.360.790.40*1.01*1.261.14Skipped0.461.640.920.500.810.731.40Italicised coefficients are not significant. All other coefficients at *p* \< 0.01Reference categories are: (1) male^a^; (2) married or cohabiting^b^; (3) university education^c^; (4) employed^d^; (5) native born^e^; (6) owned dwelling^f^; and (7) 1980s^g^

In the European countries studied (as in the US), living with a grandchild appeared to be associated with socio-economic disadvantage as represented by women, those previously married, those with lower educational levels, and the unemployed or retired. In most countries those born abroad, an increasing proportion of the population from the 1980s onward, were more likely than the native-born to form three-generation households (Castles and Miller [@CR7]); however, in the US being a grandparent in a skipped-generation household was more common among the native-born.

Online Appendix 2 shows the results from a similar analysis conducted for those countries with more recent data (that is for England and Wales, France, Portugal and the US to 2010/2011). Overall, the findings are similar to those shown in Table [3](#Tab3){ref-type="table"}, though in England and Wales the declining percentage in three-generation households began to rise again between 2001 and 2011, potentially reflecting economic conditions.

Discussion {#Sec17}
==========

We studied six European countries as well as the US: Austria, England and Wales, France, Greece, Portugal, and Romania. Given variations in policy environments, we had expected grandparent households to increase in Greece and Portugal---familistic societies---and in Romania as it is characterised by supported familialism. However, most countries showed a significant decline in the percentage of people aged 40 and over residing with a grandchild in a three-generation household since the late 1970s/early 1980s. Only Romania showed an increase like the US. These trends remained significant even when demographic and socio-economic factors were considered.

Thus, our research has tracked trends in intergenerational coresidence showing changing patterns across time and in different societies. Our findings show that in all the countries studied grandparental coresidence (as the US literature suggests) are generally associated with socio-economic disadvantage, being more prevalent among women, the widowed, those with lower education, those not working, and those born abroad. In some cases, this association became stronger over time. For example, in Romania and the US rises in three-generation households were primarily driven by grandparents with the lowest educational levels suggesting that such households may be increasingly used as an adaptive strategy among families with the fewest resources.

Regardless of overall trends, grandparent households in the countries studied appear to be becoming more common among grandparents able to provide rather than in need of support, since they are becoming younger (or were already younger, in Romania and the US) and more likely to be married. The fall in the age of the youngest grandchild in three-generation households, noticeable in England and Wales, France and the US, may reinforce this impression of supportive rather than supported grandparenthood for those countries.

In the US, as noted above, rises in skipped-generation households have been attributed to increasing parental inability to care for children due, for example, to drug or alcohol misuse (Baker et al. [@CR2]; Copen [@CR10]; Cuddeback [@CR11]; Goodman et al. [@CR20]; Goodman and Silverstein [@CR18], [@CR19]; Hayslip and Kaminski [@CR24]; Jendrek [@CR29]; Minkler [@CR35]; Minkler and Roe [@CR37]; Pebley and Rudkin [@CR44]; Smith and Beltran [@CR62]), and the rise in maternal (and paternal) imprisonment (Goodman and Silverstein [@CR19]; Turney [@CR69]). In addition, evidence suggests that the opioid epidemic in the US may be responsible for recent increases in the number of children in the care of relatives, many of whom are placed with grandparents (Generations United [@CR17]). In a rare study in Europe, the rise in the low prevalence of skipped-generation households in the UK since the 1980s is also attributed to increases in parental drug and alcohol misuse and imprisonment (Nandy et al. [@CR43]).

Financial hardship is seen as another important reason for drawing on the support of extended family in the form of intergenerational coresidence (Baker et al. [@CR2]; Copen [@CR10]; Goodman and Silverstein [@CR19]; Minkler [@CR35]). For example, by comparison with single-mother households, those with a co-resident grandparent are usually better off financially (Goodman and Silverstein [@CR19]; Jendrek [@CR29]; Mutchler and Baker [@CR41]; Tienda and Angel [@CR67]). Moreover, in the US increases in multigenerational households have been attributed, in part, to the financial crisis brought on by the Great Recession in 2007--2009 (Swartz [@CR64]; Wiemers [@CR71]).

The widespread economic austerity in Europe in the late 1980s and early 1990s (and more recently starting between 2008 and 2010) would lead us to also expect an increase in grandparent households for the same reasons as in the US---especially in familistic countries like Greece and Portugal with few alternatives to family support (Saraceno and Keck [@CR58]). However, while three-generation households are more common in the poorer European countries (Fig. [1](#Fig1){ref-type="fig"}), only in Romania was there a significant increase in such households. The findings for Greece and Portugal require further investigation with more recent census data as the economic crisis lasted until about 2016 in the former country and until around 2014 in the latter. Although Romania is characterised by supported familialism, social assistance benefits to families are largely tied to earnings thereby favouring middle class working parents with only modest benefits available to low-income jobless families or those with irregular work histories, leading to greater reliance on relatives (Inglot et al. [@CR28]; Preoteasa et al. [@CR51]). Together with the collapse of many state provided services in former socialist countries, rising poverty and child poverty in particular in the late 1980s and 1990s, is also likely to have led to a greater reliance on families (Bezemer [@CR4]). In Romania, just over 50% of children are at risk of poverty or social exclusion, one of the highest levels in Europe, compared to 12--19% for the Nordic countries (Save the Children [@CR59]). Thus, the rise in grandparent households in this country may reflect a coping strategy among poorer families to increasing financial hardship (Preoteasa et al. [@CR51]; Stephens et al. [@CR63]). In addition, rising poverty has meant that many Romanians have migrated abroad for work often leaving the extended family to look after the children left behind (Inglot et al. [@CR28]; Piperno [@CR49]).

Policy changes are also believed to play a role, particularly in the US (Baker et al. [@CR2]; Smith and Beltran [@CR62]). Especially significant have been reforms ending entitlement to welfare benefits except under strict restrictions (such as work requirements), or for teenage mothers, making receipt of benefits conditional on residence with a parent and enrolment in education---a strong incentive for multigenerational living (Baker et al. [@CR2]; Smith and Beltran [@CR62]). It may not be surprising that grandparental coresidence is highest in the US given the relatively high rates of teenage births in comparison to those in Europe despite recent declines (e.g. the birth rate is 34 per 1000 females aged 15--19 in the US and only 7 per 1000 in France) (Sedgh et al. [@CR60]). Moreover, the US also experienced significant changes to its child welfare system: a shift toward more children being placed in formal kinship care (usually with grandparents) than in foster care (Baker et al. [@CR2]; Smith and Beltran [@CR62]). Such changes are thought to have contributed to enhancing the role of grandparents in kinship care in the US.

Similar policy shifts toward family rather than foster care have also occurred in the UK. For example, formal kinship care is believed to have increased since the introduction of the 1989 Children Act which mandated that children should be placed with kin in preference to other placements, a trend reinforced by subsequent legislation (Nandy and Selwyn [@CR42]). These policy changes are thought to be responsible in part for the increase in the low prevalence of skipped-generation households witnessed in the UK.

Little work outside the US has attempted to explain trends in grandparent households in relation to the two theories discussed above---that is a latent matrix of kin activation and structural lag (Baker et al. [@CR2]). The continuing increases in in three- and skipped-generation households in the US support the activation of a latent network of kin in times of family crisis and in response to the retrenchment of state provided services (Cherlin and Seltzer [@CR9])---a response which may act to perpetuate inequalities (Saraceno [@CR57]; Swartz [@CR64]; Tienda and Angel [@CR67]). The insufficient recognition of intergenerational ties in family policies in both Europe and the US represents structural lag: the asynchrony between changing family forms and social policies.

Due to the limitations in the data discussed earlier, we were only able to examine co-resident grandparenthood in a restricted number of European countries, at intervals of around a decade (and for some countries only three rather than four time points were available at the time the study was conducted). In all census data, the covariates available for investigation are few; most notable, of course, is the lack of information on health status and on any support given or received. Nevertheless, the advantages to using census microdata lie in the larger sample numbers and the greatly improved coverage of the population.

Finally, delays in the timing of grandparenthood in many European countries may be contributing to an apparent decline in grandparental coresidence (Leopold and Skopek [@CR33]). Despite these limitations, to our knowledge this is the first study to examine patterns in adults living with a grandchild from a cross-national comparative perspective over time. Future research would benefit from using the most recent census data for all the countries studied, if and when available, to see if patterns of intergenerational coresidence noted here continue.
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